ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS ST., SUITE 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1PET (1738) FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ.GOV 


COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION FORM 


lf there is an issue with more than one veterinarian please file a 
separate Complaint Investigation Form for each veterinarian 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 


Date Received: Atti / / Lb. MUS Case Number: _/ A - G } 


A. THIS COMPLAINT IS FILED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 


Name of Veterinarian/CVT; Dr. Carol Rowand 
Premise Name: Corona Veterinary Service 


Premise Address: 17818 S SONOITA HWY 


Cliyi VaR State: AZ Zip Code; 85641 
Telephone: (520) 282.9915 


B. INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL FILING COMPLAINT": 
Name: Underdog Rescue of Arizona 


Address: 
City: State: 


Home Telephone: & 


*STATE LAW REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISCLOSURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO YOU, SOMEONE ELSE OR THE PUBLIC PER A.R.S. § 41-1010. IF YOU HAVE 
REASON TO BELIEVE THAT SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL RESULT IN DISCLOSURE OF YOUR pueden PLEASE- PROVIDE 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING ORDERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION, 7 


C. PATIENT INFORMATION (1): 


Name: _dack" 
Breed/Species: Boxer/Pittie mix 
Age: rs Sex: ae Color: Black and White 


PATIENT INFORMATION (2): 
Name: 


Breed/Species: 
Age: Sex: Color: 


D. VETERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET FOR THIS ISSUE: 
Please provide fhe name, address and phone number for each veterinarian. 
Carol Rowand, Corona Veterinary Service 17818 S SONOITA HWY, Vail, Az 


85641 (520) 2829315 
Pinal County Animal Controi 1150 S 11 Mile Corner Rd, Casa Grande, AZ 85194 


(520) 509-3555 


E. WITNESS INFORMATION: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number of Sei witness that has 
direct knowledge regarding this case. 


Andrea Mozolik Qa 
Gwen Miriani Underdog Rescuc ial 


Attestation of Person Requesting Investigation 
By signing this form, | declare that the information contained herein is true 


and accurate to the best of my knowledge. Further, | authorize the release of 
any and all medical records or information necessary to complete the 


investigation of this case. 


Signature: 


Date: 


F. ALLEGATIONS and/or CONCERNS: 
Please provide all information that you feel is relevant to the complaint. This 
portion must be either typewritten or clearly printed in ink. 


Dr. Rowand euthanized a healthy dog that she, as a Veterinarian, had no legal right, 
ownership or authorization/authority to. 


Dr. Rowand applied to foster a dog(s) in her home for Underdog Rescue in February 
2018. Two dogs from Pinal County Animal Control were delivered to her on February 
6th by Andrea Mozolik, a volunteer for the shelter. On March 10, we received an email 
from her indicating that one of the foster dogs (Jack) had been involved in an altercation 
with one of her dogs. She inquired as to how we would like to handle the situation and 
whether or not we would want the dog euthanized. We responded that we would never 
euthanize a dog for a bite situation with another dog, as in our experience, about 50% 
of the dogs in any rescue turn out to be dog aggressive to some degree. (The only time 
we have ever euthanized a dog for behavior is for dogs deemed "Red Zone aggressive" 
by our professional behavioral trainer.) We gave the direction that Jack should not be 
allowed to interact or have access to any other dog(s) in the house, and should be 
separated/segregated going forward until such time we could adopt him out into a 'no 
dog’ home. 


Dr. Rowand acknowledged receipt of this in an email on March 11th stating, "Well 
legally Jack is not my dog so | can't make the decision to have him put down myself, 
though | think that's best since he's dangerously unpredictable." We responded in an 
email on March 15th, reiterating that the rescue would not euthanize a dog in this 
situation. 


On March 16th, we received a private message via Facebook from Andrea Mozolik, the 
volunteer that had advocated for and transported Jack to Dr. Rowand, indicating that 
Dr. Rowand had killed the dog on her own accord. 


This dog was not suffering, in pain, or otherwise in immediate need of relief via 
euthanasia. The dog was never legally surrendered to her, thus never giving her the 
legal right to make a determination that euthanasia was warranted. And no legal form 
was ever signed by the legal owners of the dog to consent to euthanasia of the dog. 


To date, we have had no further contact with Dr. Rowand. 
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Tracy Riendeau <tracy.riendeau@vetboard.az.gov> 


EAoogte 


AZ Veterinary Board 


Tue, Jun 12, 2018 at 10:45 AM 


X Crow ‘ 2 ; eg eee 
To: Tracy Riendeau <tracy.riendeau@vetboard.az.gov> 


| have not replied sooner because my business has been closed down and 
| have been dealing with intense psychological trauma because of this 
case that had led me to take extended leave from all veterinary work, 


In regards to this case, the complainant has grossly misrepresented 

the situation. 

The dog was in my possession for over a month. It attacked without 
provocation, warning or any identifiable trigger. It was completely 
abnormal aggression, obviously aimed at actually killing my own dog 
(who is small and non aggressive, even after this attack amazingly). 

My dog had to endure multiple surgeries and lost a massive amount of 
flesh around his neck and scalp. His recovery time was several months, 
he nearly dled and | have thousands of dollars in emergency bills 
associated with his care, which the complainant has never offered been 
even asked to contribute towards. 

But the main reason the dog in question was euthanized was the fact 
that once it finally let go of my dog, it proceeded to maul me. It bit 

me multiple times and caused permanent nerve and tendon damage in my 
hand and forearm. | had one finger nearly severed and have a partially 
paralyzed hand and forearm due to a bite severing my ulnar nerve in my 
wrist, | have been unable to work since the incident, which is why my 
business has closed down. Between my ER visit costs, lost work hours, 
and hospitalization for psychological trauma, | have bills associated 

with this attack over $10,000, which of course the complainant has not 
even been asked to contribute towards. 

After the attack on myself and the dog, | contacted with complainant - 
about taking possession of the dog and she responded by refusing to 
claim any ownership, saying that she had no intention of being 

invoived with fostering or re homing the dog at ail. After refusing to 

take any possession of the dog, she stopped responding to my attempts 
to contact her. After 4 days of keeping this dog at my own home, at my 
own expense, | considered the dog abandoned and euthanized it. How 
long was | expected to keep an abandoned dog the had mauled me at my 
own home, making me terrified to leave my front door because it was in 
my yard? { woke up every day in a panic attack because | knew that dog 
was right outside my door. 

Furthermore, she continually refused to admit the gravity of the 

situation and now having read her complaint | am further concerned 
that she would have irresponsibly re homed this dog without even 

telling the adopter that it had attacked a person. Because there was 

no way to understand or predict this dogs' aggression and because it 
was so severe that it would cause death or serious injury to the 

target, | feel that re homing such a dangerous dog without disclosure 
would be completely irresponsible, and | could not live with myself 

had it gone on to maul or quite possibly kill another dog, person or 

child, | have serious concerns about the nature of her 'rescue', and 

its standards for disclosure of the history of the animals it re 

homes, 


On 6/4/18, Tracy Riendeau <tracy.riendeau@vetboard.az.gov> wrote: 

> Hi Dr. Rowand -- 

> 

> | have been attempting to contact you vial mall and phone with respect to a 
> complaint that was filed against you by Underdog Rescue of Arizona. | have 


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/07Ik=ce10a7576a&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1603089845101381705&simpl=msa-f%3A1603089845101381705 
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> attached a copy of the complaint and the cover letter asking you to respond 
> to the complaint to this email. 

> 

> | also called your premise number and understand from the voice mail that 
> you are not currently practicing due to illness. Have you made medical 

> records of patients that you have treated available to your clients and/or 

> their new veterinarian upon request? Please provide us with contact 

> information for you, or your representative, of where medical records can 
> be accessed if a member of the public should contact us. 

> 

> As always, if you have any questions or need assistance, please feel free 
> to contact me. 

> 

> Thank you! 

> 

> *Tracy Riendeau, CVT|**Senlor Medical Investigator* 

> 

> 

> *Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board1740 W. Adams St, Ste. 
> 4600Phoenix, Arizona 85007* 

> *p: 602.542.8167 | f: 602.364.1039" 

> *vetboard.az.gov* <http://vetboard.az.gov> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Caro! Rowand DVM 

Lic. #6701 

(520) 282-9315 


https://mail.google.com/mail/u/07ik=ce10a7576a&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A 1603089845101 381705&simpl=msq-f%3A1603089845101381705 


VICTORIA WHITMORE 
-~ EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - 


DOUGLAS A. DUCEY 
- GOVERNOR - 
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INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 


FROM: PM Investigative Committee: Donald Noah, D.V.M. - Chair 
Amrit Rai, D.V.M. 
Adam Almaraz 
Christine Butkiewicz, D.V.M. 
William Hamilton 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT — Investigations 
Victoria Whitmore, Executive Director 
Sunita Krishna, Assistant Attorney General 


RE: Case: 18-98 
Complainant(s): Underdog Rescue of Arizona 
Respondent(s): Carol Rowand, DVM (License: 6701) 


SUMMARY: APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 4/16/18 Laws as Amended July 2014 
Committee Discussion: 8/7/18 (Salmon); Rules as Revised September 
Board IIR: 9/19/18 2013 (Yellow) 


On February 5, 2018, Respondent began fostering, Jack,” a 3-year-old male Boxer mix, 
through Underdog Rescue of Arizona. In March, Respondent reported to the Rescue that the 
dog had attacked her other dog and she was also injured in the altercation. Respondent 
requested the dog be removed from her home. 

After four days of keeping the dog at her home, Respondent euthanized the dog. 


Complainant contends Respondent was negligent in the care of the dog. 


Complainant was noticed and did not appear. 
Respondent was noticed and did not appear. 


The Committee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
e Complainant(s) narrative: Underdog Rescue of Arizona 
® Respondeni(s}) narrative/medical record: Carol Rowand, DVM 
e Witness(es) narrative: Andrea Mozolik : 


18-98, CAROL. ROWAND, DVM 


PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: 


1. On February 5, 2018, Respondent applied to foster the dog through Complainant. The dog 
was transported to Respondent's home. 


2. On February 18, 2018, Ms. Mozolik went to Respondent's home to take pictures of the dog for 
the purpose of looking for an adopter. 


3. On March 10, 2018, Respondent emailed the Rescue advising them that the dog attacked 
one of her personal dogs. Respondent recommended euthanizing the dog. The Rescue relayed 
that they would not euthanize a dog for biting another dog and requested the dog be 
separated from any other dogs in the home until they could adopt the dog out info a “no dog” 
home. 


4, Respondent advised the Rescue that she thought the dog was dangerously unpredictable 
and felt euthanasia was best but since she was not the owner, she could not make that 
decision. 


5. On March 13, 2018, Ms. Mozolik requested an update on the dog and asked Respondent to 
include pictures to look for another foster or adopter. 


6. The following day, Respondent reported that the dog had been euthanized due to the 
Rescue not taking responsibility for the dog. 


7.According to Respondent, the dog had attacked her personal dog and she was injured in the 
incident. She stated that her dog endured multiple injuries and lost a massive amount of flesh 
around his neck and scalp. The dog nearly died. Furthermore, the dog mauled her causing 
permanent nerve and tendon damage in her hand and forearm. One finger was nearly severed 
and she has a partially paralyzed hand and forearm due to a bite severing her ulnar nerve in her 
wrist. Respondent claims that she has been unable to work since the incident and has had to 
close her business and be hospitalized for psychological trauma. 


8. Respondent stated that she contacted Complainant about taking possession of the dog and 
she responded by refusing to claim any ownership, saying that she had no intention of being 
involved with fostering or rehoming the dog at all. Complainant stopped responding to her 
attempts to contact and after four days of keeping the dog at her home, she considered the 
dog abandoned and euthanized it. 


9. Respondent stated that after reading the complaint, she was further concerned that 
Complainant did not understand the gravity of the situation. The dog would have been 
rehomed and could have possibly killed another dog, person or child, if the dog's aggression 
was not disclosed. 


10. Complainant states that Respondent was not the owner of the dog had no authority to 
euthanize the dog. 
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18-98, CAROL ROWAND, DVM 


COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 
The Committee discussed that the legal owner of the dog was the rescue and Respondent was 
fostering the animal. It was an unfortunate situation, Respondent contacted the rescue and the 
rescue did not retrieve the dog in a timely manner, therefore due to the animal being 
dangerous, the dog was euthanized. 
There are exceptions to the practice act —- Respondent treated the dog without compensation. 
Furthermore, it was the professional opinion of Respondent as a veterinarian that the dog was 
not adoptable. 
The Committee did not feel there was a violation due to the language in ARS § 32-2211 (2). 
COMMITTEE'S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 
The Committee concluded that no violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 
COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 

Motion: It was moved and seconded the Boara: 


Dismiss this issue with no violation. 


Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 5 to 0. 


The informatierrcontained in this report was obtained from the case file, which includes the 
complain}j/the resppndent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness input, and any 
other sogrces used/to gather information for the investigation. 


Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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